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Tam Doduc, Chair and Members
State Water Resources Control Board
1001 T Street :
Sacramento, California 95814

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: SWRCB Meeting, September 18, 2007, Item #7: “Climate Change and Water
' Resources” Resolution, and Joint SWRCB/DWR Meeting, “Water Policy through a
Carbon Lens,” August 23, 2007 - COMMENTS

Dear Chair Doduc and Members of the State Water Resources Control Board:

On behalf of the California Coastkeeper Alliance and its 12 member Waterkeeper groups,
which span the coast from the Oregon border to San Diego, we are pleased to submit these
comments on the above Resolution and on issues raised at the above-described Climate Change
and Water Resources joint meeting (“meeting”). We commend the State Water Resources
Control Board and Department of Water Resources for holding a comprehensive hearing with
excellent panelists who are experts in their fields. We attended the hearing and were encouraged
by the consistently strong statements being made by a wide range of stakeholders and agencies in
support of greenhouse gas reduction through efficient use of water resources.

With the passage of AB 32, all state agencies now must “consider and implement
strategies to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions.” Part of fulfilling this mission will involve
the State and Regional Water Boards integrating climate change considerations into existing
 policies, regulatory responsibilities, and grant programs, and into coordination efforts with other
local, state and federal agencies. Accordingly, we support the proposed Resolution’s call for
evaluation of strategies for action, and we urge that the Resolution also incorporate clear
language committing to the implementation of strategies selected through the evaluation
process. Language committing to implementation is currently missing from the Resolution, and
is needed to acknowledge and support AB 32°s mandate to “implement strategies” to reduce
greenhouse gases. For example, a new paragraph could be added resolving that “The State
Water Board commits to implementation, on a set time frame, of strategies that will
significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with the Water Boards’ actions
and the programs they administer.”




As noted repeatedly at the meeting, provision of water and wastewater services account
for 19% of California’s energy demand. Even moderate changes to increase the efficiency of
water use can yield significant reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. Moreover, according to
the California Energy Commission, water conservation can yield energy savings at a fraction of
the cost of actual energy efficiency programs. Water allocation and management, which of
course are directly related to water quality, are a significant part of the Water Boards® workload.

However, at the meeting, the State Water Board questioned the relevance of greenhouse
gas emission reductions to the Water Boards’ mandates. In response, panelist after panelist
testified that even aside from AB 32’s mandate, greenhouse gas reduction has direct relevance to
Water Boards” mandate to protect the beneficial uses of the waters of the state. By all reputable
scientific accounts, beneficial uses will be significantly impacted by climate change, and can
conversely be protected by actions to prevent climate change. For example, as Peter Gleick with
the Pacific Institute noted, energy production uses and pollutes water, and water use requires
significant energy. Mr. Gleick further testified that the Water Boards can and should integrate
water conservation (and therefore energy conservation and greenhouse gas reduction) into
actions to protect beneficial uses and water rights reviews.

The links between energy and water are undisputed, as is the relevance of energy to the
Boards’ water mandates. Accordingly, we request that the Resolution be amended to
recognize the clear energy-water links raised repeatedly at the meeting, and the Water
Boards’ ongoing role in impacting greenhouse gas emissions through its programs. For
example, paragraph 2 of the findings could be amended to state that “The Water Boards
recognize that their actions and the programs they administer contribute to current and
future Green House Gas emissions and require adaptations to reduce the pace and impacts
of climate change.”

The need to. specifically acknowledge the Water Boards’ ability to slow climate change
through changes in existing programs, and the need to clearly commit to actually implementing
those changes, is even more evident in light of the specific testimony at the meeting. As part of
the implementation of the proposed Resolution, we recommend that the Boards investigate and
implement as needed the following opportunities (among others) for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions:

e Account for the energy burden associated with different water sources in guidance
documents and permits for such sources, and support lower-energy sources as
appropriate. For example, seawater desalination is by far the most energy intensive water
source, and water reuse/recycling is among the least intensive. (See, e.g., testimony of
Prof. Bob Wilkinson, U.C. Santa Barbara and Peter Gleick, Pacific Institute.)

¢ Phase out irrigation, pollution, energy and other subsidies that promote wasteful use of
water and energy. (See testimony of Peter Gleick, Pacific Institute.) For example, the
State Water Board’s upcoming Clean Water Act Section 316(b) Policy should set an
aggressive timetable for phasing the existing subsidy of ocean water and resources that
are propping up many energy-inefficient coastal power plants. In addition, weak and
non-existent programs for controlling groundwater pollution and polluted runoff —
particularly agricultural runoff — should be significantly improved to improve the quality




